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Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 

Dear Sir: 

Reconsideration of the final rejection mailed October 27, 200S is requested. 

The rejection of the claims over the combination of McCann, ei al. and ReichI, ct al. is 
improper* McCann, et al. discloses a number of sensors that are mounted on a lever. These are 
load sensors, and not displacement sensors. 

Reichl, et al. discloses a particular displacement sensor for a particular application. 
There is no suggestion to combine Reichl, et al. into McCaim, et al. In fact, it would appear the 
Reichl> et al. sensor would not even be operational in the McCann, et al. environment. McCann, 
ct al. discloses a LOAD sensor for sensing a load on a lever. Why would Reichl, et al. suggest 
using a displacement sensor? Hindsight. 
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Moreover, the examiner in the final rejection explained how he possibly could interpret 
Reichl, et al. as meeting the non-parallel axis and path limitations. Essentially, the examiner has 
picked from an axis space. The claim requires that the axis be between the pole$» and as 
explained cleaily in the Specification, this would be an axis extending through the two poles. 
The examiner's interpretation of "between" as any line in space intermediate the two is 
unreasonable, paiticul'arly given the Specification. Moreover, to now explain this limitation, 
after final rejection, is manifestly unfair to applicant. Applicant is willing to amend the claims to 
avoid this inteipretation» bat of course after final, the examiner need not consider an amendment. 
However, should the Examiner wish to discuss such an amendment, he is urged to telephone 
applicant's representative. 

In sum, the combination of McCann, et al. and Reich], et al. is improper. The 
interpretation of Reichl, et al. in the combination, and to separately reject claims 13-17 is unfair 
and improper. 

For the reasons set forth above, allowance of all claims is in order. Such action is 
eamesUy solicited. 
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Applicant believes that no additional fees are necessary, however, the Conujoissioner is 
authorized to charge Deposit Account No. 50-1482 In the name of Carlson, Gaskey & Olds for 
any additional fees or credit the account for any overpayment. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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